Previous studies found that negative priming (NP) depends on the presence of a conflict in the probe. We studied NP by manipulating probe conflict with minimal similarity between prime and probe. In every trial participants focused on a colored figure and named the color of the following Stroop probe. NP occurred only when the probe contained distracting information (i.e., the incongruent Stroop condition). These results do not fit explanations based on prime-probe similarity, but support accounts involving inhibition as essential to NP. We believe that the inhibition activated during prime processing appears in the probe only when it involves control processes.
Previous studies found that negative priming (NP) depends on the presence of a conflict in the probe. We studied NP by manipulating probe conflict with minimal similarity between prime and probe. In every trial participants focused on a colored figure and named the color of the following Stroop probe. NP occurred only when the probe contained distracting information (i.e., the incongruent Stroop condition). These results do not fit explanations based on prime-probe similarity, but support accounts involving inhibition as essential to NP. We believe that the inhibition activated during prime processing appears in the probe only when it involves control processes. © 2001 Academic Press Researchers have suggested that inhibition is mediated by frontal areas (May & Hasher, 1998) . This work suggests that negative priming (NP) involves inhibitory processes and reflects an executive control.
In a typical NP experiment, subjects are presented with two successive stimuli; the prime and the probe. Commonly, subjects pay attention to one item or dimension (the target) and try to ignore distracting material. The critical trials (the ignored repetitions) have the ignored distractor of the prime as the target in the probe. The repetition of the ignored distractor slows responding relative to a control condition in which there is no prime-probe relationship.
A common explanation for NP is the distractor inhibition account. It assumes that during prime processing, an aspect of the distractor representation is inhibited. If this distractor appears later as a probe target, this inhibition slows down responses to the probe. However, researchers found that NP depends on the presence of a distractor in the probe. For example, in the Tipper and Cranston study (1985) , there were two types of ignored repetition conditions: one required selection and one did not. NP was found only when the probe required selection. If the representation of the ignored distractor were inhibited, one would expect NP regardless of whether the related target appeared with or without a distractor. The dependence of NP on the content of the probe does not fit with the distractor inhibition idea. Hence, researchers suggested alternative explanations for NP. One of the dominant alternatives was proposed by Neill and Valdes (1992) and is known as the episodic retrieval account. This explanation suggests that the probe stimulus cues the retrieval of past processing episodes. If the retrieved episode includes the tag ''do not respond'' to a similar stimulus, processing of the current stimulus is slowed down. Hence, episodic retrieval is influenced by similarity between prime and probe. The absence of a distractor in the probe trial may create a sufficiently different context so that the prime's episode would not be retrieved and would not interfere.
Recently, Milliken, Joordens, Merikle, and Seiffert (1998) proposed the temporal discrimination account. According to this account an attention system categorizes the probe stimulus as ''old'' or ''new.'' The response to an ''old'' probe is retrieved
